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ABSTRACT

Background: The role of minimally invasive distal pancreatectomy is still unclear, and whether 
robotic distal pancreatectomy (RDP) offers benefits over laparoscopic distal pancreatectomy (LDP) 
is unknown because large multicenter studies are lacking. This study compared perioperative 
outcomes between RDP and LDP.

Methods: A multicenter international propensity score-matched study included patients who 
underwent RDP or LDP for any indication in 21 European centers from six countries that 
performed at least 15 distal pancreatectomies annually (January 2011 to June 2019). Propensity 
score-matching was based on preoperative characteristics in a 1:1 ratio. The primary outcome was 
the major morbidity rate (Clavien-Dindo grade IIIa or above).

Results: A total of 1551 patients (407 RDP and 1144 LDP) were included in the study. Some 
402 patients who had RDP were matched with 402 who underwent LDP. After matching, 
there was no difference between RDP and LDP groups in rates of major morbidity (14.2 versus 
16.5% respectively, p=0.378), postoperative pancreatic fistula grade B/C (24.6 versus 26.5%, 
p=0.543), or 90-day mortality (0.5 versus 1.3%, p=0.268) did not differ between RDP and 
LDP, respectively. RDP was associated with a longer duration of surgery than LDP (median 285 
minutes [interquartile range {IQR} 225-350] versus 240 [195-300] min respectively, p<0.001), 
lower conversion rate (6.7 versus 15.2%, p<0.001), higher spleen preservation rate (81.4% versus 
62.9%, p=0.001), longer hospital stay (median 8.5 [IQR 7-12] versus 7 [IQR 6-10] days, p<0.001) 
and lower readmission rate (11.0% versus 18.2%, p=0.004).

Conclusion: The major morbidity rate was comparable between RDP and LDP. RDP was 
associated with improved rates of conversion, spleen preservation and readmission to the detriment 
of longer duration of surgery and hospital stay.
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INTRODUCTION

Minimally invasive distal pancreatectomy (MIDP) is being used increasingly for benign 
and low-grade malignant tumors, as supported by the 2019 Miami evidence based 
guidelines.1 Two randomized controlled trials, LEOPARD and LAPOP, demonstrated 
less blood loss, less delayed gastric emptying and shorter time to functional recovery 
for the minimally invasive approach without obvious downsides, compared with 
the open approach.2,3 These findings confirmed those of previous cohort studies and 
systemic reviews.4–7 Yet, the high rate of conversion to open distal pancreatectomy and 
lack of clear evidence concerning the oncological outcomes of MIDP hamper further 
implementation.4,8

Although MIDP has been implemented over the past decade,9,10 consensus regarding the 
benefit of the robotic compared with the laparoscopic approach is lacking.11–13 Several 
meta-analyses and a propensity score-matched study have suggested comparable surgical 
outcomes between the two approaches in terms of overall morbidity14–16 and the rate of 
postoperative pancreatic fistula .14,17 However, studies are limited by their retrospective, 
mainly single-center design with a clear risk of selection bias.15 A multicenter international 
comparison in experienced pancreatic centers practicing one or both modalities is 
currently lacking.

The present study aimed to compare surgical outcomes of robotic (RDP) and laparoscopic 
(LDP) distal pancreatectomy for all indications performed in experienced centers using 
propensity score-matching. The primary hypothesis was that the rate of major morbidity 
would not differ between RDP and LDP.

METHODS

This study was conducted according to the STROBE guidelines.18 The medical ethics 
review committee of the Amsterdam UMC, location Amsterdam Medical Center, waived 
the need for informed consent owing to the retrospective observational study design. 
All centers participating in the European consortium on Minimally Invasive Pancreatic 
Surgery (E-MIPS) were invited to contribute. Participating centers had to perform at 
least 15 distal pancreatectomies annually. Consecutive patients, aged 18 or higher, who 
underwent RDP or LDP for benign and malignant diseases between January 2011 and 
June 2019 were included. All participating centers received a database with the required 
parameters including definitions. Data were then collected locally using prospective 
collected databases and combined centrally by the study coordinators.
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Definitions
Conversion was defined as any resection started as minimally invasive procedure 
(laparoscopic or robotic) which required laparotomy or hand assistance for other reasons 
than trocar placement or specimen extraction.19 Intended spleen preservation was noted 
when spleen preserving distal pancreatectomy was the aim of the surgery at the surgeons 
or multidisciplinary team discretion, based on preoperative imaging. Some tumors, such 
as intraductal papillary mucinous neoplasms and solid pseudopapillary neoplasm could 
have invasive characteristics and were categorized as premalignant. Neuroendocrine 
tumors were categorized according to the WHO 2010 classification for neuroendocrine 
neoplasms of the digestive system.20

Postoperative morbidity was scored and classified according to the Clavien-Dindo 
classification of surgical complications and recorded up to 30 days postoperatively.21 The 
primary outcome of this study was major morbidity defined as Clavien-Dindo grade IIIa 
or higher. For pancreas-specific complications (postoperative pancreatic fistula, delayed 
gastric emptying and post pancreatectomy hemorrhage) only grade B/C complications 
were noted, following the most recent definitions of the International Study Group on 
Pancreatic Surgery (ISGPS).22–24 Readmissions and deaths were recorded up to 90 days 
after surgery.

Statistical analysis
Statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS® Statistics for Windows version 26.0 
(IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). The two independent Student’s t-test was used for comparison 
of normally distributed continuous variables, which are reported as mean (SD) values. 
Non-normally distributed variables are presented as median (IQR) values, and compared 
using the Mann-Whitney U test. Normality of continuous variables was checked visually 
using histograms. Categorical variables were reported as counts with proportions and 
analyzed with the Chi square or Fisher’s exact test, as appropriate.

To minimize the impact of selection bias, patients undergoing RDP and LDP were 
matched using propensity scoring. Propensity scores were based on variables known 
from literature associated with treatment assignment and included the baseline variables 
age (continuous), sex, ASA physical status, intention of spleen preservation and type of 
tumor (benign, (pre)malignant, pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma (PDAC) or other 
type [i.e. chronic pancreatitis]). Matching without replacement was done with a 1:1 
ratio, based on nearest neighbors and with a caliper width of 0.01 standard deviation. 
Standardized mean differences (MDs) were calculated for the assessment of distribution of 
baseline co-variables between the two groups.25 The MD was calculated only for baseline 
characteristics. A MD on or between -0.1 and 0.1 was considered the optimal balance. 
After matching, normally distributed continuous data were compared using the paired 
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samples t-test. For non-normally distributed continuous data, the Wilcoxon signed rank 
test was used. Categorical data were compared using McNemar’s test. Additionally, to 
test whether potential confounders for the primary outcome were not corrected for in 
the propensity score matching, a multivariable binary logistic regression analysis with 
backward selection was performed on the unmatched cohort with previously described 
risk factors associated with major morbidity. The results are reported as odds ratios (ORs) 
with 95% confidence intervals.

To investigate the selection criteria for RDP, both univariable and multivariable binary 
logistic regression analyses with backward selection were performed for baseline 
characteristics in the total cohort. Variables included in the analysis were based on the 
assumption that RDP, a more novel technique, was performed for younger patients, with 
a lower ASA grade and more often for non-malignant tumors. Because RDP has shown 
to preserve the spleen more often in small studies, this was considered as well.

Two sensitivity analyses were performed. First, hospitals that performed fewer than 15 
RDP or LDP procedures per year on average in 2017 and 2018 were excluded. These two 
complete years were chosen because the annual number of MIDPs increased during the 
study period in all participating centers and there were only 6 months in 2019. Second, 
patients operated on in one of the two countries with the longest hospital stay were 
excluded to investigate the impact on hospital stay of differences in healthcare systems. 
The level of statistical significance was set at a two-sided p-value <0.050.

RESULTS

Of 1551 MIDPs, 407 (26.2%) were RDP and 1144 (73.8%) were LDP procedures 
(Table 1). RDP was performed in and LDP in 19 of the 21 centers. Use of RDP increased 
from 22.7% (80 of 353) in 2011-2013 to 32.2% (185 of 390) in 2017-2019 (p< 0.001) 
(Fig. S1). Overall, 59.4% of patients were women (n= 921), mean (SD) age was 59 (± 
26) years, and mean (SD) BMI 25.7 (4.9) kg/m2. In 406 out of 563 patients (69.5%) 
with intended spleen preservation, the spleen was successfully-preservation. Patients 
undergoing RDP were younger than those who had LDP (mean (SD) age 57 (15) vs 60 
(15) years respectively, MD 0.20). Patients undergoing RDP had a lower rate of PDAC 
(16.0 vs 21.1% in the LDP group; MD 0.18) and a higher intended spleen preservation 
rate (47.3 vs 33.5% respectively, SMD -0.32) (Table 1).

Potential confounders for primary outcome
In multivariable logistic regression analysis performed to identify potential variables 
associated with major morbidity, only ASA grade (III/IV) and multivisceral resection 
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were significant (OR 1.66 [95% CI 1.12 to 2.46], p= 0.011 and OR 3.65 [2.04 to 6.53], 
p<0.001, respectively)(Table S1).

Selection criteria for robotic distal pancreatectomy
Potential selection criteria for RDP were analyzed using univariable analysis in the entire 
cohort of 1551 patients, including age (less than 65 versus 65 years or more), sex (male 
versus female), BMI (continuous), ASA grade (I-II versus III-IV), previous abdominal 
surgery (yes versus no), intended spleen preservation (yes versus no), tumor size (50 mm 
or less versus more than 50 mm), and tumor type (benign, (pre)malignant, PDAC or 
other). In multivariable analysis, only ASA grade I-II (OR 1.47 [95% CI 1.06-2.05], p= 
0.022) and intended spleen preservation (OR 1.74 [1.33-2.29], p< 0.001) were associated 
with the use of RDP (Table S2).

Matched cohort
Of the 407 patients who underwent RDP, 402 patients (98.8%) could be matched with 
402 patients who had LDP. After matching, baseline characteristics were well balanced, 
indicated by MD values below 0.1 (Table 1). There were no statistically significant 
differences between the matched RDP and LDP groups for the proportion of resected 
PDAC (16.2 versus 14.9% respectively; MD -0.06), or for mean (SD) pathological tumor 
size (31 [SD 19] versus 32 [SD 21] mm, p= 0.240)(Table 2). RDP was associated with 
a greater number of resected lymph nodes than LDP (median 14 [IQR 7-24] versus 10 
[3-18], p= 0.003), yet the number of metastatic lymph nodes was similar.

RDP was associated with a higher rate of spleen preservation than LDP (81.4% vs 62.4% 
respectively, p= 0.001). The Kimura technique26 (splenic vessel preservation) for spleen 
preservation was used more often in the RDP group (92.6 vs 73.2% in the LDP group, 
p< 0.001) (Table 3). In addition, RDP was associated with a lower conversion rate (6.7 
versus 15.2% respectively, p< 0.001) and a longer duration of surgery (median 285 [IQR 
225-350] versus 240 [195-300] min, p< 0.001).

Major morbidity was comparable between RDP and LDP: 14.2 versus 16.5% respectively 
(p= 0.378). In addition, rates of postoperative pancreatic fistula grade B/C in RDP and 
LDP groups (24.6 versus 26.5% respectively, p= 0.543), reoperation (5.2 versus 5.5%, p= 
0.875) and 90-day mortality (0.5 versus 1.3%, p= 0.268) were not significantly different. 
RDP was associated with a longer hospital stay than LDP (median 8.5 [IQR 7-12] versus 
7 [6-10] days, p< 0.001) and a lower readmission rate (11.0% versus 18.2%, p= 0.004).

Sensitivity analysis
After excluding the procedures performed in hospitals with an average annual volume of 
fewer than 15 MIDP procedures in 2017 and 2018, the major morbidity rate remained 

Multicentre analysis of  robotic versus laparoscopic distal pancreatectomy

Ch
ap

te
r 

4

93



Ta
bl

e 
2.

 P
at

ho
lo

gy
 b

ef
or

e 
an

d 
af

te
rp

ro
pe

ns
it

y 
sc

or
e-

m
at

ch
in

g

To
ta

l 
Pr

op
en

si
ty

 sc
or

e-
m

at
ch

ed
 

R
ob

ot
ic

  
(n

=4
07

)
La

pa
ro

sc
op

ic
 

(n
=1

 1
44

) )
P

-v
al

ue
R

ob
ot

ic
  

(n
=4

02
)

La
pa

ro
sc

op
ic

 
(n

=4
02

)
P

-v
al

ue

Tu
m

ou
r t

yp
e,

 n
 (%

)
0.

01
1

0.
09

8

N
eu

ro
en

do
cr

in
e 

tu
m

ou
r*

13
1 

(3
2.

3)
33

1 
(2

9.
0)

12
9 

(3
2.

1)
12

4 
(3

0.
8)

G
1/

G
2

12
3 

(9
8.

4)
29

3 
(9

8.
3)

12
1 

(9
8.

4)
10

8 
(9

8.
2)

G
3

2 
(1

.6
)

5 
(1

.7
)

2 
(1

.6
)

2 
(1

.8
)

U
nk

no
w

n
6

33
6

14

Pa
nc

re
at

ic
 d

uc
ta

l a
de

no
ca

rc
in

om
a

65
 (1

6.
0)

24
1 

(2
1.

1)
65

 (1
6.

2)
60

 (1
4.

9)

M
uc

in
ou

s c
ys

tic
 n

eo
pl

as
m

61
 (1

5.
0)

14
2 

(1
2.

4)
60

 (1
4.

9)
44

 (1
0.

9)

Se
ro

us
 c

ys
ta

de
no

m
a

42
 (1

0.
3)

87
 (7

.6
)

42
 (1

0.
4)

36
 (9

.0
)

In
tr

ad
uc

ta
l p

ap
ill

ar
y 

m
uc

in
ou

s n
eo

pl
as

m
s

40
 (9

.9
)

14
4 

(1
2.

6)
40

 (1
0.

0)
53

 (1
3.

2)

So
lid

 p
se

ud
op

ap
ill

ar
y 

tu
m

ou
r

23
 (5

.7
)

44
 (3

.9
)

22
 (5

.5
)

24
 (6

.0
)

C
hr

on
ic

 p
an

cr
ea

tit
is/

ps
eu

do
cy

st
13

 (3
.2

)
43

 (3
.8

)
13

 (3
.2

)
17

 (4
.2

)

M
et

as
ta

se
s (

in
cl

ud
in

g 
RC

C
)

4 
(1

.0
)

37
 (3

.2
)

4 
(1

.0
)

12
 (3

.0
)

O
th

er
 c

ys
tic

 le
sio

n
7 

(1
.7

)
24

 (2
.1

)
7 

(1
.7

)
14

 (3
.5

)

O
th

er
 m

al
ig

na
nt

 tu
m

ou
r

2 
(0

.5
)

14
 (1

.2
)

2 
(0

.5
)

7 
(1

.7
)

O
th

er
18

 (4
.4

)
35

 (3
.1

)
18

 (4
.5

)
11

 (2
.8

)

U
nk

no
w

n
1

2
0

0

Tu
m

ou
r s

ize
, m

m
, m

ea
n 

(S
D

)
30

 (1
8.

7)
 

33
 (2

1.
4)

0.
03

5
31

 (1
8.

8)
32

 (2
1.

1)
0.

24
0

Ly
m

ph
 n

od
es

 re
se

ct
ed

 (m
al

ig
na

nt
 tu

m
ou

rs
 o

nl
y)

, m
ed

ia
n 

(I
Q

R
)

14
 (6

-2
4)

12
 (5

-2
2)

0.
07

3
14

 (7
-2

4)
10

 (3
-1

8)
0.

00
3

Ly
m

ph
 n

od
es

 (t
um

ou
r p

os
iti

ve
 o

nl
y)

, m
ed

ia
n 

(I
Q

R
)

0 
(0

-2
)

0 
(0

-2
)

0.
57

8
0 

(0
-2

)
0 

(0
-2

)
0.

50
8

R
0 

re
se

ct
io

n 
fo

r p
an

cr
ea

tic
 d

uc
ta

l a
de

no
ca

rc
in

om
a,

 n
 (%

)+
50

 (7
6.

9)
11

5 
(6

4.
9)

0.
06

6
40

 (6
9.

0)
51

 (7
8.

5)
0.

23
1

RC
C

 in
di

ca
te

s r
en

al
 c

el
l c

ar
ci

no
m

a.
 *

N
eu

ro
en

do
cr

in
e 

tu
m

ou
rs

 in
cl

ud
e 

in
su

lin
om

a 
an

d 
gl

uc
ag

on
om

a 
an

d 
ar

e 
cl

as
sifi

ed
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 th

e W
H

O
 2

01
0 

de
fin

iti
on

s. 
+ R

0 
is 

de
fin

ed
 a

s m
ic

ro
sc

op
ic

 ra
di

ca
l r

es
ec

tio
n 

of
 ≥

 1
m

m
 b

et
w

ee
n 

tu
m

ou
r a

t t
he

 tr
an

se
ct

io
n 

or
 re

tro
pe

rit
on

ea
l m

ar
gi

n.
 

Chapter 4

94



Ta
bl

e 
3.

 O
pe

ra
ti

ve
 d

et
ai

ls
 a

nd
 o

ut
co

m
es

 b
ef

or
e 

an
d 

af
te

r 
pr

op
en

si
ty

 s
co

re
-m

at
ch

in
g To

ta
l 

Pr
op

en
si

ty
 sc

or
e-

m
at

ch
ed

 

O
pe

ra
ti

ve
 d

et
ai

ls
R

ob
ot

ic
(n

=4
07

)
La

pa
ro

sc
op

ic
(n

=1
 1

44
)

P
-v

al
ue

R
ob

ot
ic

(n
=4

02
)

La
pa

ro
sc

op
ic

(n
=4

02
)

P
-v

al
ue

O
pe

ra
tiv

e 
tim

e,
 m

in
, m

ed
ia

n 
(I

Q
R

)
28

5 
(2

25
-3

50
)

 2
40

 (1
91

-3
00

)
<0

.0
01

28
5 

(2
25

-3
50

)
24

0 
(1

95
-3

00
)

<0
.0

01

Bl
oo

d 
lo

ss
, m

l, 
m

ed
ia

n 
(I

Q
R

)
15

0 
(1

00
-2

50
)

12
0 

(7
0-

25
0)

0.
95

6
15

0 
(1

00
-2

50
)

15
0 

(8
0-

25
0)

0.
71

7

U
nk

no
w

n
90

30
4

86
99

Bl
oo

d 
tr

an
sfu

sio
n,

 n
 (%

)
16

 (4
.5

)
34

 (3
.5

)
0.

42
4

16
 (4

.6
)

9 
(2

.7
)

0.
19

6

U
nk

no
w

n
51

18
5

51
69

C
on

ve
rs

io
n,

 n
 (%

)
27

 (6
.6

)
17

4 
(1

5.
2

<0
.0

01
27

 (6
.7

)
61

 (1
5.

2)
<0

.0
01

St
um

p 
cl

os
ur

e 
m

et
ho

d,
 n

 (%
)

<0
.0

01
<0

.0
01

St
ap

le
r

14
7 

(4
2.

0)
82

3 
(7

5.
4)

14
6 

(4
2.

2)
31

1 
(7

9.
3)

Su
tu

re
s

11
5 

(3
2.

9)
14

5 
(1

3.
3)

11
5 

(3
3.

2)
35

 (8
.9

)

U
ltr

as
on

ic
 d

ev
ic

e
85

 (2
4.

3)
11

0 
(1

0.
1)

82
 (2

3.
7)

42
 (1

0.
7)

O
th

er
3 

(0
.9

)
14

 (1
.2

)
3 

(0
.9

)
4 

(1
.0

)

U
nk

no
w

n
57

52
56

10

Sp
le

ne
ct

om
y, 

n 
(%

)
24

6 
(6

0.
6)

86
3 

(7
5.

5)
<0

.0
01

24
6 

(6
1.

2)
27

6 
(6

8.
7)

0.
02

7

Sp
le

en
 p

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

in
te

nd
ed

 a
nd

 a
ct

ua
lly

 p
re

se
rv

ed
, n

 (%
)*

15
7 

(8
0.

5)
24

9 
(6

4.
0)

<0
.0

01
15

3 
(8

0.
1)

12
2 

(6
2.

9)
0.

00
1

M
et

ho
d 

of
 sp

le
en

 p
re

se
rv

at
io

n 
<0

.0
01

<0
.0

01

Sp
le

ni
c-

ve
ss

el
 p

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

(K
im

ur
a+ )

11
4 

(9
2.

7)
17

3 
(7

3.
6)

11
2 

(9
2.

6)
82

 (7
3.

2)

Sp
le

ni
c-

ve
ss

el
 re

se
ct

io
n 

(W
ar

sh
aw

~)
9 

(7
.3

)
62

 (2
6.

4)
9 

(7
.4

)
30

 (2
6.

8)

U
nk

no
w

n
38

37
35

11

M
ul

ti-
vi

sc
er

al
 re

se
ct

io
n,

 n
 (%

)
13

 (3
.8

)
76

 (7
.0

)
0.

03
6

13
 (3

.9
)

24
 (6

.2
)

0.
15

3

U
nk

no
w

n
68

56
66

16

Va
sc

ul
ar

 re
se

ct
io

n,
 n

 (%
)

10
 (2

.9
)

12
 (1

.2
)

0.
02

3
10

 (3
.0

)
4 

(1
.1

)
0.

07
7

Multicentre analysis of  robotic versus laparoscopic distal pancreatectomy

Ch
ap

te
r 

4

95

C
on

tin
ue



To
ta

l 
Pr

op
en

si
ty

 sc
or

e-
m

at
ch

ed
 

O
pe

ra
ti

ve
 d

et
ai

ls
R

ob
ot

ic
(n

=4
07

)
La

pa
ro

sc
op

ic
(n

=1
 1

44
)

P
-v

al
ue

R
ob

ot
ic

(n
=4

02
)

La
pa

ro
sc

op
ic

(n
=4

02
)

P
-v

al
ue

PV
/S

M
V

2 
(0

.6
)

8 
(0

.8
)

2 
(0

.6
)

2 
(0

.6
)

0.
12

5

O
th

er
 su

ch
 a

s r
en

al
 v

ei
n

8 
(2

.3
)

4 
(0

.4
)

8 
(2

.4
)

2 
(0

.6
)

U
nk

no
w

n
68

11
2

66
39

Po
st

op
er

at
iv

e 
ou

tc
om

es

M
aj

or
 m

or
bi

di
ty

 (C
la

vi
en

-D
in

do
 ≥

3a
), 

n 
(%

)
57

 (1
4.

1)
17

5 
(1

5.
4)

0.
51

6
57

 (1
4.

2)
66

 (1
6.

5)
0.

37
8

Po
sto

pe
ra

tiv
e 

tr
an

sfu
sio

n,
 n

 (%
)

24
 (7

.0
)

10
1 

(9
.4

)
0.

17
8

24
 (7

.1
)

32
 (8

.3
)

0.
53

6

D
ra

in
 re

m
ov

ed
, d

ay
s, 

m
ed

ia
n 

(I
Q

R
)

7 
(4

-1
5)

6 
(4

-1
4)

0.
09

5
7 

(4
-1

5)
6 

(4
-1

3)
0.

03
7

Po
sto

pe
ra

tiv
e 

pa
nc

re
at

ic
 fi

stu
la

, g
ra

de
 B

/C
, n

 (%
)

99
 (2

4.
3)

25
8 

(2
2.

6)
0.

48
1

99
 (2

4.
6)

10
6 

(2
6.

5)
0.

54
3

In
te

rv
en

tio
n 

fo
r P

O
PF

, n
 (%

) 
35

 (8
.6

)
11

7 
(1

0.
3)

0.
33

6
35

 (8
.7

)
49

 (1
2.

3)
0.

10
1

D
el

ay
ed

 g
as

tr
ic

 e
m

pt
yi

ng
 g

ra
de

 B
/C

, n
 (%

)
11

 (3
.0

)
16

 (1
.5

)
0.

06
9

11
 (3

.0
)

7 
(1

.8
)

0.
28

2

Po
stp

an
cr

ea
te

ct
om

y 
ha

em
or

rh
ag

e
gr

ad
e 

B/
C

, n
 (%

)
16

 (4
.2

)
51

 (4
.7

)
0.

66
5

16
 (4

.2
)

20
 (5

.1
)

0.
54

1

Re
op

er
at

io
n,

 n
 (%

)
21

 (5
.2

)
61

 (5
.3

)
0.

89
9

21
 (5

.2
)

22
 (5

.5
)

0.
87

5

H
os

pi
ta

l s
ta

y, 
da

ys
, m

ed
ia

n 
(I

Q
R

)
8 

(7
-1

2)
7 

(6
-1

0)
<0

.0
01

8.
5 

(7
-1

2)
7 

(6
-1

0)
<0

.0
01

Re
ad

m
iss

io
n,

 n
 (%

)
44

 (1
0.

8)
18

1 
(1

6.
0)

0.
01

1
44

 (1
1.

0)
73

 (1
8.

2)
0.

00
4

90
-d

ay
 m

or
ta

lit
y, 

n 
(%

)
2 

(0
.5

)
10

 (0
.9

)
0.

46
2

2 
(0

.5
)

5 
(1

.3
)

0.
26

8

PV
/S

M
V 

in
di

ca
te

s p
or

ta
l v

ei
n 

or
 su

pe
rio

r m
es

en
te

ric
 v

ei
n 

PO
PF

 p
os

to
pe

ra
tiv

e 
pa

nc
re

at
ic

 fi
stu

la
.

*p
ro

po
rt

io
n 

of
 a

ct
ua

l s
pl

ee
n 

pr
es

er
va

tio
n 

w
he

n 
in

te
nd

ed
 p

re
op

er
at

el
y.

+ K
im

ur
a 

W
, e

t a
l. 

Sp
le

en
 p

re
se

rv
in

g 
di

sta
l p

an
cr

ea
te

ct
om

y 
w

ith
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
sp

le
ni

c 
ar

te
ry

 a
nd

 v
ei

n.
 S

ur
ge

ry
. 1

99
6;

 1
20

: 8
85

–8
90

. ~
W

ar
sh

aw
 A

L.
 C

on
se

r-
va

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
Sp

le
en

 W
ith

 D
ist

al
 P

an
cr

ea
te

ct
om

y. 
Ar

ch
 S

ur
g.

 1
98

8;
 1

23
: 5

50
–5

53
.

Chapter 4

96

C
on

tin
ue

d



comparable in RDP and LDP groups (14.9 versus 15.8% respectively, p= 0.745) (Table 
S3). Other short-term surgical outcomes were also similar to those in the main analysis. 
The conversion rate was 5.9 versus 14.8% respectively, p< 0.001.

After excluding all RDP and LDP procedures from the two countries with the longest 
hospital stay (Germany and France) from the matched cohort, the median duration of 
hospital stay was 8 (IQR 6-11) versus 7 (6-10) days, for RDP and LDP respectively 
P<0.001. (Table S4). RDP was associated with a lower readmission rate (11.6 versus 
18.8% in the LDP group, p= 0.009).

DISCUSSION

This multicenter study including over 1500 MIDPs from 21 European centers found that 
after propensity score-matching, there was no difference between RDP and LDP in the 
rate of major morbidity. In addition, the rates of postoperative pancreatic fistula grade 
B/C and 90-day mortality did not differ significantly between the two procedures. RDP 
was associated with improved rates of spleen preservation, conversion, and readmission 
to the detriment of a longer duration of surgery and longer hospital stay.

Use of the robotic approach for abdominal surgery is increasing worldwide.27 Although 
some RCTs have indicated superiority or at least non-inferiority, for robotic compared 
with open surgery 28 29, additional advantages over a laparoscopic approach have not 
been well established.30–32 The first RDP procedure was reported in 2003.33 Although 
retrospective single-center studies11,13,16 and a national study using the National Surgical 
Quality Improvement Program database34, suggested a benefit for RDP in terms of spleen 
preservation and conversion, only 16% of surgeons are performing RDP according to a 
recent worldwide survey on minimally invasive pancreatic surgery.35

The present multicenter international study found an increased use of RDP with time, 
from 22.7% in 2011-2013 to 32.2% in 2017-2019. Before propensity score matching, 
RDP was used more often in younger patients, more often with an intention for spleen 
preservation, but RDP was used less in patients with PDAC. This may be explained by 
the fact that this study included the very first and subsequent RDP procedures from 
11 centers, whereas the 19 centers contributing LDP were mostly already ahead of the 
learning curve for this approach. Indeed, single-center and nationwide studies on the 
implementation of LDP have shown that, with increasing experience, surgeons extend 
their indications for the minimally invasive approach, including older patients and more 
often PDAC.9,36
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However, because RDP is often associated with increased spleen preservation rates,11,37,38 
surgeons may have used the robotic approach more often when spleen preservation 
is preferred for a patient. Intended spleen preservation was indeed a factor associated 
with RDP. To adjust for baseline differences between the two modalities, groups were 
matched by means of propensity scoring, after which these differences were mitigated. 
Following matching, the present study confirmed previous reported advantages of the 
robotic approach in terms of a reduced conversion rate and increased spleen preservation, 
even though the PDAC rate was similar in the two groups.13,16,37,38

A lower conversion rate is a frequently mentioned advantage of the robotic approach 
owing to greater dexterity16 or better visualization39 with the robot. However the learning 
curve aspect of MIDP should also be taken in account. With increasing experience, 
conversion rates during MIDP decrease, with a cut-off point of 15 consecutive MIDPs.40 
Potentially, the surgeons performing RDP had already gained their initial experience 
in the minimally invasive approach to distal pancreatectomy and therefore required 
fewer conversions. Interestingly, after excluding centers performing less than 15 MIDPs 
annually in the first sensitivity analysis, RDP was still associated with a lower conversion 
rate, indicating an inherent advantage of the robotic platform.

With improved understanding of the potential sequelae of splenectomy, including the risk 
of hospitalization and/or mortality from infectious disease, venous thromboembolism and 
solid or hematological malignancy41, spleen preservation is advocated increasingly during 
distal pancreatectomy.42,43 In the present study, spleen preservation was intended for 
over one-third of patients and succeeded in 72.1% of these procedures. After matching, 
RDP was associated with a higher spleen preservation rate than was seen during LDP. In 
addition, splenic vessel preservation (Kimura technique26) was used more often in RDP 
than in LDP, whereas splenic vessel resection (Warshaw technique44) was more often 
applied in LDP. The Warshaw technique is used mainly when the Kimura technique is 
not feasible due to tumor involving the splenic vessels, intraoperative technical difficulty 
in preserving the splenic vessels, or persistent blood loss from splenic vessels.37,45,46 Splenic 
vessel preservation requires meticulous dissection of the splenic vessels from the pancreas 
and control of small perforating blood vessels in order to prevent bleeding. The robotic 
system may facilitate this dissection owing to the articulating instruments and improved 
control over excessive bleeding.16,38

Randomized studies comparing RDP with LDP are lacking. Although both modalities 
were included in the Dutch LEOPARD trial, only 5 of 47 minimally invasive procedures 
in that study were performed using the robotic approach.2 The LAPOP trial included 
only LDP.3 Several other trials are comparing minimally invasive with open distal 
pancreatectomy (NCT03957135 and NCT03792932). Nevertheless, these trials include 
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only LDP. For pancreatic cancer, the ongoing DIPLOMA trial in patients with pancreatic 
cancer (ISRCTN44897265) includes both LDP and RDP.

The study has limitations. The inherent drawback of retrospective studies is treatment 
allocation bias. Although both groups were well balanced after propensity score matching, 
treatment groups may still differ in unmeasured and unmatched risk factors. For example, 
details regarding the specific location of the tumor in the pancreatic body or tail or the 
tumor proximity to the splenic vessels were missing, and this may have influenced the 
differences in rate of successful spleen preservation. Yet, tumor size of 30 mm or more has 
been described as the only risk factor for unplanned splenectomy during LDP.42

The validity of the data on intended spleen preservation can be criticized given the 
retrospective design of the study, although they were collected from prospective 
institutional collected databases. Additionally, all patients were counselled before surgery 
regarding the extension of the operation including resection of the spleen and this was 
registered in patients’ files.

RDP is an expensive surgical technique. Unfortunately, a cost or quality-adjusted life-
year analysis was not feasible to perform owing to cross-border differences in healthcare 
systems and missing data, including consumables, imaging, and duration of readmission. 
Single-center studies from Europe and the USA have reported similar cost-effectiveness 
for RDP in comparison with LDP, whereas other studies have shown higher costs for 
RDP.47–49

Differences in healthcare systems may have influenced some of the postoperative 
outcomes such as hospital stay and readmission rate. In the sensitivity analysis, hospital 
stay remained significantly longer for RDP than for LDP. A clear explanation for these 
findings could not be identified as patient characteristics and complication rates were 
comparable between the two groups. It is possible that the longer hospital stay after RDP 
prevented some readmissions. Finally, because these data were not available, surgeons’ 
experience and learning curve associated with short-term outcome were not included 
in the analyses, although this might have influenced the results. Yet, the impact was 
considered to be minimal due to the multicenter setting, large number of patients, and 
inclusion of only experienced centers.

Strengths of this study include the multicenter, international setting and the large number 
of procedures, reflecting the state of RDP in experienced European centers. A multicenter 
international RCT should confirm the findings while stratifying for intended spleen 
preservation, and with special emphasis on cost-effectiveness.
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Supplemental Table 1. Multivariable analysis of  parameters associated with major morbidity  
(n=1 551)

Multivariable analysis

Factors OR (95% CI) P-value

Age ≥ 65 years (vs. <65) Removed step 9

Female sex (vs. male) Removed step 11

BMI (continuous) Removed step 3

ASA classification III/IV (vs. I-II) 1.662 (1.121-2.463) 0.011

Prior abdominal surgery (Yes vs. No) Removed step 5

Tumour size >50mm on preoperative imaging (vs. ≤ 50mm) Removed step 4

Laparoscopic vs. robotic Removed step 6

Multivisceral resection (Yes vs. No) 3.646 (2.036 – 6.528) <0.001

Vascular resection (Yes vs. No) Removed step 8

Splenectomy (Yes vs. No) Removed step 2

Conversion to open (Yes vs. No) Removed step 7

Tumour type Removed step 10

Benign Ref

(Pre)malignant

PDAC

Other

Year of surgery Removed step 12

2011-2013 Ref

2014-2016

2017-2019

OR odds ratio, BMI Body mass index, CI Confidence interval, ASA American Society of Anaesthesiolo-
gists. PDAC pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma
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Supplemental Table 2. Univariable and multivariable analysis of  baseline characteristics to define 
selection criteria for the robotic approach (n=1 551)

Univariable analysis Multivariable analysis

Factors OR (95% CI) P-value OR (95% CI) P-value

Age ≥ 65 years (vs. <65) 0.727 (0.575-0.919) 0.008 Removed step 6

Female sex (vs. male) 1.026 (0.815 -1.291) 0.829 Removed step 2

BMI (continuous) 0.979 (0.955-1.004) 0.099 Removed step 7

ASA classification I-II (vs. III/IV) 0.856 (0.654-1.120) 0.257 1.472 (1.057-2.050) 0.022

Prior abdominal surgery (Yes vs. no) 0.924 (0.734-1.164) 0.504 Removed step 3

Tumour size >50mm (vs. ≤ 50mm)* 1.180 (0.846-1.645) 0.329 Removed step 4

Tumour type Removed step 5

Benign Ref

(Pre)malignant 0.896 (0.685-1.172) 0.422

PDAC 0.692 (0.504-0.950) 0.023

Other 1.194 (0.686-2.077) 0.531

Intended spleen preservation (Yes vs. no) 1.777 (1.410-2.240) <0.001 1.744 (1.331-2.286) <0.001

OR odds ratio, BMI Body mass index, CI Confidence interval, ASA American Society of Anaesthesiolo-
gists, PDAC Pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma
* on preoperative imaging
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Supplemental Table 3. Sensitivity analysis of  outcomes including centres (n= 11) performing a 
mean of  ≥ 15 MIDPs in 2017 and 2018.

Robotic  
(n=324) 

Laparoscopic 
(n=291)

P-value

Operative details

Operative time, min, median (IQR) 285 (230-350) 240 (194-300) <0.001

Blood loss, ml, median (IQR) 150 (100-300) 150 (100-300) 0.141

Conversion, n (%) 19 (5.9) 43 (14.8) <0.001

Spleen preservation intended and actually preserved, n (%) 116 (77.3) 80 (58.8) <0.001

Pathology 

Tumour type, n (%) 0.122

Benign 174 (53.7) 151 (51.9)

(Pre)malignant 78 (24.1) 88 (30.2)

Pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma 53 (16.4) 44 (15.1)

Other 19 (5.9) 8 (2.7)

Postoperative outcomes

Major morbidity (Clavien-Dindo ≥3a), n (%) 48 (14.9) 46 (15.8) 0.745

Postoperative pancreatic fistula, grade B/C, n (%) 87 (26.9) 83 (28.7) 0.606

Intervention for POPF, n (%) 31 (9.6) 37 (12.8) 0.203

Delayed gastric emptying grade B/C, n (%) 11 (3.7) 6 (2.1) 0.274

Postpancreatectomy haemorrhage grade B/C, n (%) 16 (5.2) 16 (5.7) 0.795

Reoperation, n (%) 21 (6.5) 14 (4.8) 0.372

Hospital stay, days, median (IQR) 9 (7-12) 7 (5-9) <0.001

Readmission, n (%) 40 (12.3) 57 (19.7) 0.013

90-day mortality, n (%) 2 (0.6) 5 (1.7) 0.197

POPF indicates postoperative pancreatic fistula.

Chapter 4

106



Supplemental Table 4. Sensitivity analysis of  outcomes (patients from France and Germany 
excluded)

Robotic  
(n=329) 

Laparoscopic  
(n=368)

P-value

Operative details

Operative time, min, median (IQR) 295 (235-356) 240 (195-300) <0.001

Blood loss, ml, median (IQR) 100 (90-200) 150 (80-250) 0.054

Conversion, n (%) 17 (5.2) 57 (15.5) <0.001

Spleen preservation intended and actually preserved, n (%) 118 (77.1) 113 (63.5) 0.007

Pathology 

Tumour type, n (%) 0.077

Benign 165 (50.2) 191 (51.9)

(Pre)malignant 90 (27.4) 113 (30.7)

Pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma 55 (16.7) 56 (15.2)

Other 19 (5.7) 8 (2.2)

Postoperative outcomes

Major morbidity (Clavien-Dindo ≥3a), n (%) 43 (13.1) 58 (15.8) 0.314

Postoperative pancreatic fistula, grade B/C, n (%) 82 (24.9) 95 (26.0) 0.755

Intervention for POPF, n (%) 25 (7.6) 42 (11.5) 0.084

Delayed gastric emptying grade B/C, n (%) 3 (1.0) 7 (2.0) 0.326

Postpancreatectomy haemorrhage grade B/C, n (%) 13 (4.2) 19 (5.3) 0.503

Reoperation, n (%) 17 (5.2) 17 (4.6) 0.738

Hospital stay, days, median (IQR) 8 (6-11) 7 (6-10) <0.001

Readmission, n (%) 38 (11.6) 69 (18.8) 0.009

90-day mortality, n (%) 2 (0.6) 1 (0.3) 0.486

POPF indicates postoperative pancreatic fistula.
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